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RESPONSE TO GOVERNMENT (REGIONAL) COMMENTS (GR) 

Response to Comment Letter GR1 

Comment GR1-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG) for participating in 
the environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. COG’s comments were considered 
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. COG will be 
notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available. 

Please see Common Response – Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los 
Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach. 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated through the Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse, sent for posting to local libraries in surrounding cities, and posted online on 
OCTA’s and Caltrans’ Web sites. The City of Long Beach provided comments on the NOP (see 
Comment Letter GL11 and Responses to Comments GL11-1 through GL11-38).  

Comment GR1-2 

COG has provided, and Caltrans has considered, the studies listed below in terms of how the 
potential projects identified in the studies relate to the I-405 Improvement Project, described in 
Response to Comment GR1-13.  

• SR-91/I-605 Needs Assessment Study, September 2005 
• Orange and Los Angeles Intercounty Transportation Study – Corridor Mobility Problem and 

Purpose and Need Report, February 6, 2008 
• SR-91/I-605/I-405 Initial Corridor Studies, April 2008 
• SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots – Arterial Intersection Congestion Analysis Report, 

May 29, 2012 
• SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots – Model Run Summary Notebook, June 28, 2012 
• SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots – Gateway Cities Transportation Strategic Plan – 

Phase I, July 2012 
• SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots – Freeway Congestion Analysis Report, July 24, 

2012 

Comment GR1-3 

There has been substantial coordination with COG, the City of Long Beach, Los Angeles Metro, 
and Caltrans District 7, as summarized in Common Response – Coordination between Caltrans 
Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and City of Long Beach.  
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A Supplemental Traffic Study has been prepared and a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS prepared 
and circulated covering the potential traffic impacts in Los Angeles County. The analysis and 
measures presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. It is noted that the report SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots – Model Run 
Summary Notebook (June 28, 2012) prepared by the commenting agency provides a comparison 
of the 2035 forecast traffic volumes for its No Build Alternative and I-405 Alternative 3. On 
page 42 of that report, the table reporting Daily Freeway Traffic volumes in 2035 shows a zero 
percent difference between the No Build Alternative and I-405 Alternative 3 on I-405 west of 
I-605 and a 0.5-percent increase in traffic on I-605 south of SR-91.  

It would be inappropriate for the I-405 Improvement Project to utilize traffic studies prepared for 
other projects because those traffic studies make a variety of assumptions regarding background 
networks, future projects, forecast years, and other variables that may be inconsistent with the 
traffic study prepared for the I-405 Improvement Project.   

With respect to coordination of transportation planning activities, please see Response to 
Comment GR1-1.  

Comment GR1-4 

A Supplemental Traffic Study has been prepared and a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS prepared 
and circulated covering potential traffic impacts in Los Angeles County. The analysis and 
measures presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

OCTA has an ongoing planning process for the identification of transit improvements needed 
throughout Orange County, including connections into Los Angeles County, which is the 
appropriate process to be followed for coordination of transit services at the county line.  

Comment GR1-5 

The referenced statement in the Executive Summary, “The northern terminus of the proposed 
project is at the interchange of I-405 and I-605.” has been revised to “The northern extent of 
major construction activities is at the interchange of I-405 and I-605.” As described in the first 
paragraph of the same Section S.3, Project Description, it is stated that the project extends into 
Los Angeles County on both I-405 and I-605 “…and in Los Angeles County from the county 
line (07-LA-405 PM 0.00) to 1.4 miles north of I-605 (07-LA-405 PM 1.2),” “….and in Los 
Angeles County from the county line (07-LA-605 PM R0.0) to 0.9-mile north of the Spring 
Street Overcrossing (07-LA-605 PM R1.2).” The document represents work in Los Angeles 
County and on SR-22 as “….signing and striping to accommodate the transition from the 
existing to the proposed facility.”  



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-GR-16 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

Comment GR1-6 

The commenter stated that the project should “include multi-modal alternatives to integrate 
multiple forms of transportation modes, such as pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, and transit.” 
These are potential components of TSM, as described in Section 2.2.3. The project includes 
multimodal components. As described on page 3.1.6-103 of the Draft EIR/EIS: “Pedestrian 
facilities along both sides of the street are proposed for 13 of the 17 arterials crossing I-405 that 
do not currently have pedestrian facilities on both sides of the arterial at the crossing or on the 
approaches to the crossing.” On the same page, it is noted that all three build alternatives would 
provide pavement to accommodate standard Class 2 bikeways for all of the existing Class 2 
bikeways and five planned bikeways that do not currently exist. As described in Section 2.2.7, 
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion, of the Draft EIR/EIS, TSM and 
TDM components, including multimodal alternatives, were included and evaluated in various 
forms in the initial 13 MIS alternatives (see Section 2.2.4). All of the alternatives included park-
and-ride facilities, as well as either enhanced local bus service, express bus service, or both. 
Although a TSM/TDM Alternative as an effective stand-alone alternative does not meet the 
project purpose, as explained in Section 2.2.7, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
Further Discussion, the PDT identified the proposed TSM and TDM elements for the corridor. 
These elements would be implemented as part of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, as described in Section 
2.2.1, Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives, and include the following: 

• Improved ramp metering hardware and software and closed-circuit television systems for 
viewing ramps and nearby arterials; 

• At locations of interchange improvements, upgraded traffic signals interconnected and 
coordinated with adjacent signals and ramp meters; 

• Additional way-finding signs on freeways and arterials; 
• Design of on- and off-ramps to limit impacts to nonmotorized travel and preserve access to 

bike lanes and trails such as the Santa Ana River bike trail; 
• Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) elements, including fiber-optic and other 

communication systems for improved connectivity and remote management; changeable 
message signs; closed-circuit television coverage of the entire freeway mainline, ramps, and 
adjacent arterials; video detection systems; and vehicle detection systems for volume, speed, 
and vehicle classification; 

•  Advanced Traffic Management System improvements to the hardware and software systems 
at the Caltrans District 12 Traffic Management Center; and 

• Traveler Information Management System improvements to enhance dissemination of real-
time information on roadway conditions. 
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Comment GR1-7  

Except as described below, Caltrans concurs with the characterization of the text from the Draft 
EIR/EIS:  

• Second paragraph should have read, “Table S-1 on Page S-14…” In addition, the quoted text 
should also have read “Implementation of the proposed project is anticipated to result in a 
beneficial effect on neighborhoods and community cohesion by reducing cut-through traffic 
within the adjacent neighborhoods.” 

Section S.6 has been revised to include the following statement: “Numerous meetings were held 
with officials of the Gateway Cities Council of Governments, Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Transportation Agency, Caltrans District 7, and the City of Long Beach to coordinate a variety of 
topics related to the proposed project.”    

Tables 5-1 and 5-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS have been revised in the Final EIR/EIS to include the 
COG, Los Angeles Metro, and Caltrans District 7, as appropriate.  

Comment GR1-8 

Please see Response to Comment GR1-5. 

Comment GR1-9 

The purpose of the proposed action, as discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, is to 
reduce congestion; enhance operations; increase mobility, improve trip reliability, maximize 
throughput, and optimize operations; and minimize environmental impacts and ROW 
acquisition. In furtherance of the project’s purpose, the following objective is established: To be 
consistent with regional plans and find a cost-effective early project solution for delivery. The 
latter is not the purpose of the project; it is an objective of the project as described above.  

Table 1-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS shows Existing and Projected 2020 and 2040 LOS and v/c ratios 
for the northbound lanes only. The data are provided for the existing and future no-build 
conditions only and show continued degradation of LOS and v/c throughout the corridor if 
nothing is done.  

Table 3.1.2-1 in Section 3.1.2.2 was updated in the Final EIR/EIS to include growth projections 
for Los Angeles and Long Beach, and Long Beach State and Long Beach Airport were included 
in the discussion of employment centers; however, it should be noted that work in Los Angeles 
County (i.e., striping and signing) is required for Alternative 3 only and will have no effect on 
growth-related project effects.  
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Comment GR1-10 

The bottlenecks on I-405 referred to in the text on page 1-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS refer to 
bottlenecks within the proposed project limits. The text has been revised to make this clear. 
Discussion related to the traffic bottleneck on the southbound I-605 connector to I-405 
southbound was added to Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS. Alternatives 1 and 2 provide a 
second receiving lane on I-405 southbound at the merge point of the ramp from I-605 
southbound to I-405 southbound. The Alternative 3 design does not provide this second 
receiving lane. 

Comment GR1-11 

Please see Response to Comment GR1-2 and Common Response – Coordination between 
Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach. 

Comment GR1-12 

Please see Response to Comment GR1-3. 

Comment GR1-13 

Projects included in the RTP and FTIP were considered in determining that the project would not 
prevent the implementation of other future improvements. Consideration of additional potential 
projects currently in the planning stage and noted below has been included in the Final EIR/EIS 
in Section 1.2.2.7, Independent Utility and Logical Termini.  

Projects currently being planned in Los Angeles County to widen I-405 by one or two lanes in 
each direction and/or to include Express Lanes are still in the early planning stages. The SR-91/ 
I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots study prepared by Los Angeles Metro and the COG in 2012 is 
the most recent planning document that includes and evaluates potential improvements along the 
I-405 and I-605 corridors north of the I-405/I-605 interchange. Preparation of Project Study 
Reports covering discrete portions of SR-91, I-605, and I-405 is the next step in advancing 
projects in this area. 

The SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots study includes three concepts for improvements on 
I-405 and I-605 north of their interchange. The concepts provide for the addition of one or two 
lanes in each direction on I-405 in Los Angeles County north of the I-405/I-605 interchange. 
Because the I-405 Improvement Project in Orange County would terminate improvements 
(except for signing and striping associated only with the Express Lane transitions in Alternative 
3) within Orange County, none of the concepts considered in the SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion 
Hot Spots study would be precluded by the I-405 Improvement Project in Orange County. 
Widening of I-405 in Los Angeles County north of I-605 would effectively continue the I-405 
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Improvement Project in Orange County as far north as Temple Avenue in Long Beach and 
would represent a complementary improvement to the improvements proposed south of the 
I-405/I-605 interchange in Orange County. Adjustments to Express Lane transition areas, which 
consist of signing and striping, in Los Angeles County may be required if Alternative 3 is 
identified as the Preferred Alternative and Express Lanes are not included in a future widening of 
I-405 in Los Angeles County. Express Lanes are a potential alternative for widening in Los 
Angeles County because this corridor is identified as part of the Express Lane network identified 
in the 2012 RTP.  

The SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots study includes potential improvements on I-605 
and north of the I-405/I-605 interchange. The potential improvements include improvements to 
the Katella Avenue/Willow Street and Spring Street/Cerritos Avenue interchanges and a 
northbound auxiliary lane north of Spring Street. Because the I-405 Improvement Project in 
Orange County would terminate improvements to I-605, except for signing and striping 
associated only with the Express Lane transitions in Alternative 3, south of Katella Avenue, none 
of the concepts considered in the SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots study would be 
precluded by the I-405 Improvement Project in Orange County. 

The SR-91/I-605/I-405 Congestion Hot Spots study identifies the I-605/I-405 interchange as an 
area of improvement; however, no details of the improvements are provided other than provision 
for a dual-lane branch connector from I-605 southbound to northbound I-405. Page 56 of the 
COG’s SR-91/I-605/I-405 Initial Corridors Study (April 2008) and the COG’s SR-91/I-605 
Needs Assessment Study (September 2005) identify the I-605 southbound merge onto 
southbound I-405 as a congestion problem due to the narrowing of the I-605 approach onto I-405 
to a single lane. Please see Response to Comment GR1-10.  

Section 1.2.2.7, Independent Utility and Logical Termini, of the Final EIR/EIS identifies planned 
projects to widen I-405 in Los Angeles County and to improve the I-605/I-405 interchange. The 
section also indicates that none of these projects would be precluded based on the extent to 
which the projects are currently defined.   

The statement on page 1-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS referenced in the comment is accurate in that 
the proposed alternatives would not change or restrict other foreseeable improvements or affect 
the HOV lanes outside of the project limits. Quantitative analysis is not necessary to support this 
statement. No projects have been identified that the proposed project would restrict, and the 
proposed project does not change the HOV lanes beyond the project limits.  
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Comment GR1-14 

Only Alternative 3 would require work in Los Angeles County. Project layouts for Alternative 3, 
including those in Los Angeles County, are provided in Appendix P3 (L-31 through L-36) of the 
Final EIR/EIS. Layouts L-31 through L-36 show the lane configurations and transitions within 
Los Angeles County. 

Comment GR1-15 

Consistency with regional plans is discussed in Section 3.1.1.2, Environmental Consequences, in 
the Final EIR/EIS.  

Comment GR1-16 

The description of the TSM/TDM elements of each of the build alternatives is presented on page 
2-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS identifies what TSM/TDM elements are proposed 
for inclusion in the project and the potential impacts of their implementation. The TSM/TDM 
and transit improvements noted in the Orange County/Los Angeles County Inter-County 
Transportation Study (Inter-County Study) include general transit improvements, such as the 
need for additional transit service across the Orange/Los Angeles county line, particularly with 
respect to services not focused on local transit malls (page 111). OCTA has an ongoing planning 
process for the identification of transit improvements needed throughout Orange County, 
including connections into Los Angeles County, which is the appropriate process to be followed 
for coordination of transit services at the county line. The Inter-County Study (page 117) also 
recommends consideration of ramp metering, traffic monitoring, and congestion pricing. Ramp 
metering and traffic monitoring are included in the TSM/TDM items included in all of the build 
alternatives as stated on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Congestion pricing is included in the 
Express lanes of Alternative 3. Please see also Response to Comment GR1-6. 

Comment GR1-17 

A Supplemental Traffic Study has been prepared and a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS prepared 
and circulated covering potential traffic impacts in Los Angeles County. The analysis and 
measures presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

Comment GR1-18  

A Supplemental Traffic Study has been prepared and a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS prepared 
and circulated covering potential traffic impacts in Los Angeles County. The Supplemental 
Traffic Study and the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS provide information regarding future traffic 
operations along freeways in Los Angeles County under each of the alternatives. The analysis 
presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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The GP lanes are improved in Alternative 3 as a result of its Express Lanes. As shown in Tables 
3.1.6-5 and 3.1.6-13, LOS in the GP lanes is F but, as also shown in the tables, v/c ratios are 
lower in the GP lanes under Alternative 3 than under the No Build Alternative. Under LOS F 
conditions, traffic flow is below capacity and anticipated to be less than traffic flow per lane in 
the Express Lanes under LOS D conditions shown in those same tables. Because flow is higher 
in the Express Lanes, traffic would be attracted from the GP lanes to the Express Lanes, reducing 
the volume in the GP lanes and enhancing GP lane operations.  

Slow-moving congested freeway lanes have lower and unstable throughput compared to 
uncongested lanes. During peak periods, the GP lanes on I-405 are forecast to be heavily 
congested with lower throughput (approximately 1,200 vehicles per hour per lane [vphpl]) than 
the Express Lanes, whose throughput would be managed to approximately 1,700 vphpl. For an 
explanation of how this management works, see page 2-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS. By providing 
more throughput per lane through management of the Express Lanes, traffic in the GP lanes 
would be reduced and congestion eased; for two conditions with the same total number of lanes 
and congested conditions, congestion in the GP lanes would be less if two of the lanes were 
managed to increase their throughput. See the rows of Table 3.1.6-14 labeled “Brookhurst Street 
to SR-22 East” for a comparison of the throughput of Build Alternatives 2 and 3 with the same 
total number of lanes. 

The Traffic Study (Draft EIR/EIS Appendix L) provides analysis of traffic operations at the 
northern end of the project as shown in Tables 2.3.1, 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 2.5.1, 2.5.2, 2.6.1, 2.6.2, 2.7.1, 
and 2.7.2. The Draft EIR/EIS summarizes the operations on the branch connectors at the SR-22/ 
7th Street and I-605 interchanges in Tables 3.1.6-9 and 3.1.6-15. The transition areas at the ends 
of the Express Lanes along I-405 and I-605 near the northern terminus of the proposed project 
are presented in Table 3.1.6-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Interchanges and operations along I-405 
and I-605 north of the project limits are included in the Supplemental Traffic Study and the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS. See also Common Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/ 
Los Angeles County Line.   

Comment GR1-19 

With respect to queuing at the northern end of the project, please see Response to Comment 
GR1-3 and Common Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.  

Weaving analysis is presented in the Traffic Study (Draft EIR/EIS Appendix L) in Tables 2.3.3, 
2.4.6 through 2.4.8, 2.5.6 through 2.5.8, 2.6.6 through 2.6.8, and 2.7.6 through 2.7.8. The 
transition areas at the termini of the Express Lanes in Alternative 3 are not weaving areas, but 
their analysis is presented in Table 3.1.6-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  
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The proposed project is not a safety project.  

Comment GR1-20 

The coordination with Los Angeles County referenced in the comment has been accomplished 
with the adoption of the RTP. If Alternative 3 becomes the Preferred Alternative, Caltrans and 
OCTA would be implementing an element of regional coordination embodied in the RTP. 
Currently, there are no projects programmed for I-405 within or immediately north of the project 
area of the I-405 Improvement Project in Orange County. Please see also Common Response – 
Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the 
City of Long Beach. 

Comment GR1-21 

Table 3.1.6-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS shows the Alternative 3 Express Lane transition area, and it 
is labeled “I-405 – I-605 to San Gabriel.” Page 3.1.6-102 discusses the findings of the I-405 
Traffic Study. Gateway Cities COG has not conducted a study that evaluates the branch 
connectors at the I-405/I-605 interchange assuming Express Lanes on I-405 and on the direct 
connector between I-605 and I-405.  

Comment GR1-22 

The Supplemental Traffic Study and the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS include analysis for both 
ends i.e. north (I-605) and south (I-405) termini of the project supporting project’s long-term 
benefits for  transportation network as well as intersection circulation improvement, and 
congestion reduction. This analysis is included in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS. For further 
details, please see Response to Comment GR1-18 and Common Response – Traffic Flow at the 
Orange County/ Los Angeles County Line.  

Comment GR1-23 

All projects included in the RTP and local projects that have received environmental clearance 
were included in the traffic forecasting process. Projects included in cumulative analysis are 
limited to those reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Table 3.6-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Table 3.6-1 was updated to include additional projects within Los Angeles County, as 
determined applicable by the PDT. 

Comment GR1-24 

As described in Section 3.6.5.5, Community Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the resource study 
area (RSA) for the community impact assessment includes the localized area within the project 
limits and surrounding vicinity within a 0.5-mile radius of the I-405 corridor. This would include 
those portions of Long Beach and Los Angeles County shown in Figure 3.1.4-1. Additional 
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discussion of pertinent community data for Long Beach and Los Angeles County has been 
incorporated throughout the Final EIR/EIS for the build alternatives, as applicable.   

Comment GR1-25 

Please see Responses to Comments GR1-1 through 3, 10, 11, 13, and 17 through 22, and 
Common Response – Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles 
Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach. 

Comment GR1-26 

Please see Responses to Comments GR1-1 and GR1-3.  

Comment GR1-27 

Please see Response to Comment GR1-25. 

Comment GR1-28 

Please see Responses to Comments GR1-3 and GR1-25 and Common Response – Coordination 
between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long 
Beach.  

Comment GR1-29 

Please see Responses to Comments GR1-6 and GR1-16.  

Comment GR1-30 

Please see Responses to Comments GR1-1 and GR1-3. 

Comment GR1-31 

Please see Response to Comment GR1-13. 

Response to Comment Letter GR2 

Comment GR2-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) for participating in the 
environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. OCFA’s comment was considered 
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. OCFA will 
be notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for 
review. 

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall. 
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under 
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response – Almond Avenue Soundwall. 
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Response to Comment Letter GR3 

Comment GR3-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) for participating in the 
environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. OCSD’s comments were considered 
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. OCSD will 
be notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for 
review. 

The proposed project improvements for the three build alternatives are shown in Draft EIR/EIS 
Appendix P, Project Plans (P1, P2, and P3), on sheet L-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is not 
anticipated that the improvements will impact access or operations of the sewer facilities within 
the OCSD vicinity. Refer to Draft EIR/EIS Appendix K (K1), Utility Plan Sheets U-2, U-40, 
U-48, and U-49, for proposals to the existing sewer facilities. 

Comment GR3-2 

The proposed project improvements for the three build alternatives consist of constructing a new 
southbound connector ramp along the south side of Ellis Avenue, with partial acquisition of 
OCSD ROW that currently is landscaped. The improvements are shown in Draft EIR/EIS 
Appendix P, Project Plans (P1, P2, and P3), on sheet L-2. As determined in the Euclid Street On-
Ramp Bridge and Connector Advanced Planning Study, access to the OCSD property via the 
main driveway will be maintained during construction of the new ramp connector. Construction 
of this new ramp connector is proposed to be completed early and be fully operational to 
alleviate existing congestion at the southbound I-405 ramps/Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street 
intersection. 

Comment GR3-3 

As described in Measure COM-2, access will be maintained at all times during construction, 
consistent with Section 7-1.03 Public Convenience of 2010 Standard Specifications. The existing 
access to the hydrogen fuel cell station via the main driveway across from the southbound ramps 
at Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street will be maintained by the project. Furthermore, operations of the 
fuel cell station are not anticipated to be impacted by the project improvements. 

Comment GR3-4 

The proposed project improvements for the three build alternatives are shown in the Draft 
EIR/EIS Appendix P, Project Plans (P1, P2, and P3), on sheet L-2. It is not anticipated that the 
improvements will impact access or operations of the sewer facilities within the OCSD vicinity. 
Refer to the Draft EIR/EIS Appendix K (K1), Utility Plan Sheets U-2, U-40, U-48, and U-49, for 
proposals to the existing sewer facilities. 
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Comment GR3-5 

The requirement has been added to Table 2-2, Probable Permit Requirements and Approvals, of 
the Final EIR/EIS. At this time, discharge to the sewer is not anticipated. If it is determined that 
discharge to the sewer is necessary, a Special Purpose Discharge Permit will be obtained. 

Comment GR3-6 

The requirement has been added to Table 2-2, Probable Permit Requirements and Approvals, of 
the Final EIR/EIS. At this time, discharge to the sewer is not anticipated. If it is determined that 
discharge to the sewer is necessary, review/approval of water quality of discharges to the sewer 
and associated measures to eliminate materials and regulated compounds will be coordinated 
with OCSD staff. 

Response to Comment Letter GR4 

Comment GR4-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for 
participating in the environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. SCAQMD’s 
comments were considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the 
Final EIR/EIS. SCAQMD will be notified when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. 

The air quality analysis for the project has been prepared in accordance with the requirements. 
Please see Common Response – Air Quality. Specific concerns are addressed in the following 
responses. 

Comment GR4-2 

Section 1.2.2.6, Air Quality Improvements has been modified to remove reference that the 
project is a TCM in the AQMP.  However, Section 1.2.2.7 has been updated stating that the 
project is identified as a new TCM in Table III-2.3 of the 2015 FTIP.. Please see Response to 
Comment GR4-1 above. 

Comment GR4-3 

Caltrans and OCTA thank SCAQMD for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Comments submitted by SCAQMD have been responded to in the Final 
EIR/EIS. SCAQMD will be notified when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. 

Comment GR4-4 

Please see response to Comment GR4-2 above. 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-GR-26 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

Comment GR4-5 

The air quality analysis was conducted consistent with Caltrans protocols and guidance and 
addresses both construction and operational impacts. As noted in its Standard Environmental 
Reference (SER), Caltrans has adopted FHWA guidance for evaluating MSAT emissions. Please 
see Response to Comment GR4-1 and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment GR4-6 

The comment states that the MSAT analysis ignores Section 15064 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which requires substantial evidence to determine the significance of an impact. FHWA’s Interim 
Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents provides substantial 
evidence documenting the basis for not conducting a quantitative analysis of impacts from 
toxics. SCAQMD may disagree with this conclusion, but Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines 
clearly states that disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate. Please see 
Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment GR4-7 

Caltrans agreed to use the HRA for the Schuyler Heim Bridge Project and conduct an HRA for 
the I-710 expansion project because of the high volume of diesel truck traffic at these two 
locations (more than 30 percent trucks near the San Pedro Bay Ports) and because of the 
documented high levels of public health risk associated with the port activity. These conditions 
do not apply to the build alternatives, where the truck volumes are approximately 3 to 3.5 percent 
of the total volume and are less than the regional average of 6.9 percent. In addition, a detailed 
HRA was not completed and is not necessary because the build alternatives would reduce MSAT 
emissions in the study area. Please see Common Response – Health Risks.  

Comment GR4-8 

As a Statewide agency covering diverse geographic areas, Caltrans has, as a matter of policy, left 
the determination of significance to the District Project Development Team (PDT). In the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the PDT made determinations of significance based on the results of the technical 
studies and did not use the SCAQMD thresholds. It is not necessary to quantify emission 
reductions associated with construction-related mitigation measures because these emissions are 
not compared to the SCAQMD thresholds. Please see Common Response – Traffic Flow at the 
Orange County/Los Angeles County Line. 

Comment GR4-9 

Any air quality analysis of when, where, or how long construction-related congestion will last 
that is disclosed on page 3.2.6-27 of the Draft EIR/EIS is subjective and does not require 
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analysis. In addition, the construction analysis in the Final EIR/EIS has been updated using the 
current Roadway Construction Emissions Model (Version 7.1.2, September 2012). 

Comment GR4-10 

The conclusion reached in Chapter 4, CEQA Evaluation, is consistent with Caltrans’ approach to 
greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis and disclosure. Caltrans is committed to implementing the 
measures discussed in Chapter 4 statewide to help reduce the project’s effects on global climate 
change.  

Comment GR4-11 

The Draft EIR/EIS quantified existing criteria pollutant, MSAT, and GHG emissions. As 
discussed in Comment GF4-1, the build alternatives are not growth inducing. As a result, 
impacts were evaluated based on the change between the no-build and build conditions. In 
addition, a CEQA analysis is provided in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

Comment GR4-12 

With respect to growth inducement, please see Response to Comment GF4-1. With respect to 
traffic volumes, the Final EIR/EIS explains that the single demand forecast applies to the peak-
hour volumes used for traffic performance analysis. The increase in VMT for the build 
alternatives shown in Table 3.1.6-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS is a result of a combination of factors, 
including redevelopment and infill development within the corridor, new development outside 
the corridor, increasing VMT per person, and reduction in diversion away from the freeway due 
to increased capacity of the alternatives compared to the no-build condition. Additional traffic is 
expected to shift from the arterial system onto the freeway during other off-peak hours of the day 
due to the reduced congestion resulting from the combination of the lower demand during off-
peak hours and the added capacity provided under the build alternatives.  

Comment GR4-13 

Please see Response to Comment GF4-1 with respect to induced traffic. As of October 16, 2012, 
the project description in the 2011 RTP/FTIP (FTIP Amendment #34) was updated to match 
Alternative 3. If Alternative 1 or 2 is identified as the Preferred Alternative, an additional 
amendment to the RTP/FTIP may be required. Text in the Final EIR/EIS related to the project 
listing/description in the RTP/FTIP in the Summary, Chapter 1, Chapter 2, Chapter 3, and 
Appendix J has been updated to reflect the current status of the project in the RTP/FTIP.  
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Comment GR4-14 

The MSAT analysis discussion beginning on page 3.2.6-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS includes VMT 
data consistent with the Traffic Study. No changes in the conclusions or findings in Section 
3.2.6, Air Quality, of the Final EIR/EIS are required. 

Comment GR4-15 

The Draft EIR/EIS discloses the potential for impacts from MSATs to the extent that current 
scientific information allows. Sensitive receptors are identified, and a qualitative assessment of 
impacts to the sensitive receptors, including low-income and minority communities, was 
performed. Quantitative analysis for MSATs was conducted for the project, as described starting 
on page 3.2.6-42 in Section 3.2.6.3, Environmental Consequences, of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please 
see Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment GR4-16 

Please see Common Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line. 
The congested conditions at the north end of the project have been included in the air quality 
analysis. The air quality analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS was based on traffic conditions 
forecast in the Traffic Study, which shows congested conditions in the area at the north end of 
the project. Tables 3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS show that the 
segment of I-405 from SR-22 East to I-605 is anticipated to be congested to varying degrees 
under all of the build alternatives. 

Comment GR4-17 

TSM/TDM are included in each of the build alternatives and are identified on page 2-17 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes on page 3.2.6-54 with respect to permanent air 
quality impacts that “No adverse operational impacts were identified, and no operational 
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.” It is agreed that additional 
TDM and/or transit options in the project corridor may improve air quality, but they are not 
required for this project because air quality improves under any of the build alternatives 
compared to the No Build Alternative. OCTA provides a planning process to identify such 
potential TDM and transit improvements on a countywide basis and is anticipated to provide 
consideration for them as part of that process. Transit vehicles will be eligible to use the HOV 
and/or Express Lanes included in the build alternatives. 

Comment GR4-18 

As of October 16, 2012, the project description in the 2011 RTP/FTIP (FTIP Amendment #34) 
was updated to match Alternative 3. If Alternative 1 or 2 is identified as the Preferred 
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Alternative, an additional amendment to the RTP/FTIP may be required. The conformity 
determination is based on the Preferred Alternative.  

Comment GR4-19 

The Final EIR/EIS will be reviewed to ensure that traffic data used to estimate emissions 
associated with Alternative 1 are consistent with the traffic analysis. Please see Response to 
Comment GR4-14. 

Comment GR4-20 

The Air Quality Technical Study was completed in May 2011. EMFAC 2011 was not used at 
that time in accordance with Caltrans policy, which only requires use of EMFAC 2011 for new 
environmental studies started after October 1, 2011. However, supplemental analysis using 
EMFAC 2011 was completed in January 2014 and there were no substantial difference in the 
results. Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, of the Final EIR/EIS has been updated as applicable. 

Response to Comment Letter GR5 

Comment GR5-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for 
participating in the environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. SCAG’s comment 
was considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final 
EIR/EIS. SCAG will be notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final 
EIR/EIS is available for review. 

Please see Common Response – Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los 
Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach. 

Response to Comment Letter GR6 

Comment GR6-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) for participating in the 
environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. TCA’s comments were considered 
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. TCA will be 
notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. 
Please see Common Response – Preferred Alternative Identification. 

Comment GR6-2 

HOV lanes are shown in the current RTP on SR-73. At the time that Caltrans pursues a project to 
implement these HOV lanes, consideration may be given to implementation of those lanes as 
HOT or Express Lanes. 
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Comment GR6-3 

Caltrans appreciates this comment. 

Comment GR6-4 

The project will have close coordination with OCTA, cities, and other project stakeholders, 
including TCA, during final design, with appropriate lane closure charts to be included with the 
Contract Special Provisions. 

Comment GR6-5 

The existing TCA “The Toll Roads” changeable message sign would not be impacted under 
Alternative 3, as shown in the revised Appendix P Project Plans L-6A of the Final EIR/EIS. 
Please see Common Response – Replacement of Fairview Road Overcrossing/Truncation of 
Tolled Express Lanes. 

Comment GR6-6 

The project will have close coordination with stakeholders, including TCA, with respect to the 
existing advance guide signs to SR-73 during the design phase of the project should Alternative 
3 be identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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